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EMBRYOLOGY AND THE RECAPITULATION 
THEORY 


The battle cry of the hordes of defenders of the 
theory of organic evolution long has been: “Ontogeny 
Recapitulates Phylogeny!” This has been shibboleth 
of this school of philosophy for so long that the general 
public recognizes the adherent of the cult by the glib 
references to the science of embryology that fall so 
aptly from the lips of those who conform to the dogma 
of evolution. It is a difficult matter for the average 
layman to answer the arguments of the evolutionist 
when he retreats behind the rampart of embryology, 
as the subject is so technical the experts have great 
difficulty in making their meaning plain to the average 
listener. The technique of embryological research is 
so complicated, the material is so hard to obtain, and 
the equipment for research in this field so expensive, 
that the ordinary man of affairs is logically excluded. 
Therefore it is only reasonable that the layman should 
accept in perfect faith all that the “expert” has had to 
say on this subject. 

It is a sad truth that the “expert” has not always 
dealt fairly with his credulous followers, as we shall 
clearly demonstrate in the body of this paper. Many ~ 
times the ardent disciple of evolution has been far more 
anxious to establish his theory, even at the expense of 
fidelity to the truth, than he has been to disseminate 
scientific knowledge. Facts have been twisted out of 
their logical setting, dogmatic theories have been stated 
as proved facts, and the most impossible assumptions 
have: been advanced as proof, time and time again. 
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Even more serious than this, facts of biology have lit 
erally been suppressed, and students deliberately taught 
antiquated and disproved fancies in place of true data, 
simply because the projudiced instructor was not willing 
to have his classes know that “Ontogency does not Re- 
capitulate Phylogeny!” This phrase has now lost its 
power to stupefy the student of biology into acquiesc 
ence with the dogma of organic evolution. Let us ex- 
amine this slogan that has done such yeoman service 
in the past, and see what it really means. Is it evidence 
of the truth of evolution? 

“Ontogeny,” according to the Century Dictionary, 
is the entire development, or metamorphosis, or life his- 
tory, of a given organism. Ontogeny, then, is a science 
consisting of the proved and demonstrated facts con- 
cerning methods of organic formation and functions of 
any given individual during the process of that indi- 
vidual’s embryological development. From the time 
the ovum is fertilized until the new life is completely 
formed, and the young emerges, all the history is in- 
cluded in ontogeny. With facts we have no dispute; we 
accept every fact of every science known to man. 

Our argument is with the interpretation of those 
facts, and it does not follow that because we accept the 
facts in any given field of research we are constrained 
to accept all the theories based on those facts. We 
recognize a certain morphological resemblance between 
individuals of various unrelated species; with that fact 
we have no controversy. But the statement that those 
resemblances denote relationship through a common 
ancestry is an interpretation of the fact of resemblance 
we are at liberty to accept or reject. Possessing a more 
logical explanation of this fact of resemblance; namely, 
the evidence of design in an orderly and intelligent cre- 
ation that uses a modified plan in varying forms of cre- 
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ation, we are not obligated to the evolutionary inter- 
pretation of this or any other fact. So with the facts of 
ontogeny: we accept them all. 

But while we definitely recognize ontogeny as a 
science, the reverse is true of “Phylogeny,” if the Cen- 
tury Dictionary is consulted. We read there that 
“Phylogeny” is that branch of biology that attempts 
to deduce the ancestral history of an animal or plant 
from its ontogeny, or individual developmental meta- 
morphosis. We must insist that “an attempt to de- 
duce” is not a science! The word “recapitulate” means 
“to enact or live over again,” and the battle slogan of 
the entrenched organic evolutionists clearly expressed 
is the claim that “the development of the human em- 
bryo reenacts the entire evolutionary history of the 
human family.” Before making a scientific inquiry into 
the truth of this theory, or slogan, let us clearly and 
fairly set forth the claims of the evolutionists to a proof 
or demonstration of their theory in the science of em- 
bryology, by way of so-called recapitulation. Does the 
attempted demonstration stand, in the light of undis- 
puted facts? 

The basis of the theory of recapitulation is the 
manner in which the embryo develops from the single 
cell, known as the reproductive cell, to the marvelous 
structure of the amazingly complex individual. When 
this new creature finally issues after the process of na- 
ture it is a Metazoan that is conceded to be the highest 
creature in the scale of life this world, as yet, has ever 
seen. This is the greatest miracle of nature: that a 
single fertilized cell should have the power to draw 
from nowhere the twenty-six trillion cells of the vivi- 
parous human, with all the necessary structures and 
organs that make up the complex body called Man! 

In the symposium entitled “The Evolution of Man” 
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that was issued by the Yale University Press, Harry 


Burr Ferris, Professor of Anatomy at Yale, is the auth- 
or of the chapter on embryology. He also is struck’ by 
the amazing miracle of reproduction, and finds that his 
only accepted theory has broken down, and left the 
materialist without any crutch upon which he may 
lean. On page 42 of the above cited volume, Ferris 


EON a result of fertilization the egg cell has the 
power of almost indefinite multiplication and the still 
more marvelous power of differentiation so that its de- 
scendants are not all alike, but some form nerve cells, 
others gland cells, still others muscle cells, et cetera. 
This differentiation in structure is accompanied also by 
a corresponding functional differentiation. It may be 
possible to explain many of the processes of life on the 
mechanistic, or physico-chemical basis, but it is diffi. 
cult, at present, to explain reproduction on this the- 
ory.” (Emphasis mine). 

It is indeed “difficult” to explain reproduction on 
the basis of mechanism! If you have ever watched the 
marvel of cell division and the process of mitosis you 
must have been struck with the evidence of design and 
creative ingenuity contained in this amazing process. 
A single cell divides and there are two cells, these 
twain divide and there are four cells, then there are in 
turn eight cells, sixteen, thirty-two, sixty-four, one-hun- 
dred and twenty-eight, and so by a process of doubling 
the number until the entire new body is formed. The 
wonder is further deepened by the fact that while 
all the cells started from the one fertilized cell called 
the ovum, which was itself neither muscle, nerve, or- 
ganic, blood or bone cell, each separate colony of cells 
produced by this process of division becomes an organ 
whose cells all have a ponderable and demonstrable dif- 
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ference between them and the cells of any other organ 
in the same body! Consider also the further fact that 
while all mammals reproduce this way, the rabbit cells 
while differing among themselves functionally, are ever 


_ and always rabbit cells: the chicken cell may divide to 


form many organs, but they will inevitably be chicken 
organs; and that every separate order, genus and species 
living on all the face of the earth refuses to reproduce 
by this process any other kind than its ancestors have 
always been. Carefully considered, the ridiculous im- 
possibility of the theory of organic evolution is demon- 
strated in that unalterable fact alone with sufficient 
force to obviate its biological possibility. Yet it is in 
this process of cell-creation that the evolutionist sees 
“recapitulation!” And that, in spite of the fact that 
an embryo never contains a single cell that may be con- 
fused with any cell of any other embryo of another 
species, or that could ever belong in any embryo of an- 
other species! What, then, is the basis of this “recap- 
itulation?” It is based entirely on the suppositions of 
resemblance. 

Resemblance, however, does not imply relationship! 
Similarity is not scientific evidence. Resemblances are 
superficial, and if there is anything that science is not, 
it is above all else, not superficial. In the West we have 
a mineral (iron pyrites) called “fool's gold.” It bears 
such a close resemblance to the precious metal that the 
ignorant and unlearned have been confused, and imag- 
ined relationship upon the sole basis of similarity. But 
the “fool’s gold” is worthless, even though it resembles 
the precious metal. If we are to discuss a scientific 


. demonstration, let us stick to evidence that may be 


called scientific, and score such mental immaturity as 
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similarities! But since this is the sole basis of the argu 
ment of the recapitulationist, let us fairly set forth his 
position, that we may consider its strength or weakness. 


THE THEORY OF RECAPITULATION 


has five strong points, or general divisions. Every stu- 
dent is familiar with them, but for the purpose of clar- 
ity we will set them forth in order, so that we may thus 
consider them. As expressed by the school of organic 
evolution, these points are: 


1. The human embryo begins life as a protozoan. 

.. The human embryo lives as a fish, in an aque 
ous environment. 

3. The human embryo, at one stage of develop- 
ment, has gills like a fish. 

4. The human embryo, at one stage of develop 
ment, has a tail like a puppy. 

5, The human embryo, prior to its birth, bears a 
confusing and close resemblance to the embryos of 
other mammals; in some instances so close it is diff 
cult, and even impossible, to distinguish between them. 


In order to demonstrate the fallacies of these five 
premises, we will consider them in order and examine 
their scientific truth and value. 

That the human embryo begins life as a protozoan 
is an absolute misstatement, and is not a fact. In this 
case the wish is parent to the thought. The contention 
of the organic evolutionist makes this necessary, as the 
theory is based on the supposition that the various or- 
ders of life with which we are familiar today began in 
the womb of time with a common ancestor, such as the 
amoeba. To establish the theory of recapitulation it is 
necessary, then, to start the embryo the same way. But 
the human embryo does not begin its career as a pro’ 
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tozoan, or single-celled animal. It is true that the em- 
bryo is at first two single cells, but these cells are not 
protozoa, they are the reproductive cells of the genus 
Homo Sapiens. A protozoan is a single-celled animal 
whose life processes are contained in that one cell, and 
whose entire organic functions, if we may refer to them 
as such, are consummated in that single cell. These 
protozoa are legion; but marvelous and diversified as 
they are, there is not a single individual protozoan in 
the category of nature that any trained scientist would 
ever confuse with a human ovum or spermatozoon! Not 
even the most superficial observer would ever classify 
any of the many known protozoa as a human sperma- 
tozoon or ovum, or vice versa! Such an ignorant pro- 
ceeding would bring down on the perpetrator the scorn 
of the entire scientific world, and that justly. For the 
human sperm is not a protozoan. It is a flagellate cell, 
and may never be confused as other than it is, the re 
productive cell of the chief mammal—man. The same 
of course, is true of the female reproductive cell, the 
ovum. 

The spermatozoon is composed of two main divi- 
sions, the flagellum, or tail and the cell proper, which 
is the head end. The flagellum is simply the motor that 
drives the sperm on its way, and the head of the sperm’ 
atozoon contains all of the major divisions of the cell 
structure; the nucleus, the chromosomes, the centro- 
some, etc. It is a true and complete cell. The same 
may be said of the ovum, the female reproductive cell. 
Both of these individual cells contain all the elements of 
a complete cell of the human kind, none of which are 
found in any protozoan. Fundamentally the two ord- 
ers, the protozoa and the sperm of any mammal are as 
unrelated and unlike as chalk and cheese. We note 
that the protozoan is a complete organism that becomes 
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an adult of its own kind, that it eats, ingests, and repro- 
duces vital young of its own kind. It is born through 
a process of “embryology” of its own and after the law 
of its own nature, and dies exactly as any other living 
creature. The spermatozoon, however, cannot be in- 
cluded in any such category as this. It cannot be said to 
be “born.” It neither eats nor grows to maturity, but 
in its cycle of life functions only by the energy imparted 
_ by its creation in the gonads, and dies without repro- 
ducing any progeny like itself. Its sole function is the 
fertilization of the ovum of its own kind, and it is sheer 
folly; or crass ignorance, to label it a protozoan, or 
compare it with that order of individuals. The human 
individual begins its life cycle not as a protozoan, but 
as a fertilized human cell. 

Equally fallacious is the second proposition of re- 
capitulation; that the embryo passes through a stage 
when it is comparable to a fish, living in an aqueous en- 
vironment. It is literally childish nonsense to so speak 
of the fetus of any mammal known to science. It is 
true that the fetus is enclosed in a sac that is filled with 
fluid, but this fact cannot be interpreted to demon- 
strate a fish ancestry without making the demonstra- 
tor ridiculous. 3 

The wall of this sac is made up of two membranes, 
the inner of which is called the “amnion.” The process 
by which the amnion is produced necessitates some at- 
tention here before we make a close analysis of this . 
fish argument, so we must digress for a few lines to re 
mind the reader of this process. After fertilization, the 
rapid division of the cells, as we noted above, soon pro- 
duces a solid round colony of cells known as the mor 
ula. There is an uneven development that causes rapid 
growth on one side to exceed the development on the 

_ Opposite side, and in this extra mass two cavities form. 
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One of these becomes the yolk sac at first, and the ali- 
mentary canal in the fully matured fetus, but the other 
cavity becomes a sac that entirely surrounds the em- 
bryo later, which last sac is called the amnionic cavity. 
This is the housing of the embryo, its protection, and 
its dwelling place. So we see that the fertilized ovum 
not only produces the embryo itself, but also by cell or 
igination actually provides the house in which the em- 
bryo dwells in safe security. But before these two sacs 
are fully formed, some of the cells of both sacs 
branch off and differentiate into two layers, called the 
ectoderm and the endoderm. From this layer called the 
ectoderm, there are then developed the cells that form 
the primitive streak, the first prophetic forecast of the 
vertebral structure layer so essential to the adult indi- 
vidual. Then a third layer of cells is created along 
the primitive streak, between it and the outer or ecto- 
derm layer, and this third layer is called the mesoderm. 
Note this amazing wonder: two cells have united in the 
process of fertilization, the ovum and the sperm. These 
have now developed three distinct types of cells, each 
with typical characteristics that mark it as different 
from the other two classes. These three, the primary 
germ layers, produce all the organs, muscles, bones and 
various parts of the body in the bewildering process of 
embryological development. : 
The first of the cell layers, the ectoderm, forms in 
time the skin, hair, sweat glands, teeth enamel and the 
sensory parts of the sense organs. The middle layer, the 
mesoderm, forms the skeleton, the muscles, the tissues 
and the tendons, the blood distributing system and the : 
sex apparatus. The third layer, the endoderm, develops 
into the cells of the thyroid and kindred glands, the 
lungs, the liver, the pancreas, etc. Each has its own 
function and contributes the equally essential parts to 
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the developing individual, but all owe their origin to 
the same fertilized cell, of which-we must not lose 
sight in our present brief and simple study. 

Again we pause to wonder how any sane mind can 
see in this stupendous process anything but the out- 
working of an inwrought design! Carefully planned on 
a sound mathematical basis that never alters, continu- 
ing age after age with no help from any outside source, 
this process has ceaselessly functioned in obedience to 
the command of the Creator whose mind and intelli 
gence planned it all. Never losing any of the inexhaust- 
ible power its every ancestor possessed, the vast order 
of mammals continues to witness in this process to the 
truth of the greatest sentence ever written in biology: 
“Each after its own kind!” 

All of the above differentiation takes place in that 
sac mentioned above, the amnion. In this encasing bag 
the fetus dwells in safety and shelter, literally floating 
in a cushioning fluid that is called the amnionic fluid. 
This is the fact upon which the second statement of the 
recapitulationist is based; the fetus does dwell in an 
aqueous environment. But not as a fish! for no fish 
could ever exist in the environment which is absolutely 
essential to the life of the embryo, as there is no free 
oxygen present there in the amnionic fluid. Note that 
carefully; life would be impossible for anything but 
the fetus in this amnion, and each fetus must; be in the 
amnion of its own kind. The necessity for this we 
shall see in the analysis of the amnionic fluid. 

Before proceeding further with the question of 
the fish stage, we must pause to introduce the fallacy 
of the gills that have been so widely advertised as 
proof positive that the embryo of man is re-enacting its 
ancient experience of organic evolution. Carefully, 
calmly, and forcefully I desire to assert that the hu- 
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man embryo does not possess gills; and the teacher who 
so asserts is either a deliberate falsifier, or is woefully 
ignorant of what is common knowledge among research 
biologists today. I am scarcely able to conclude which 
is the graver charge to make against the teacher who 
clings to this outrageous falsehood; ignorance or lack 
of integrity! Either is bad enough, and it is impossible 
to escape the stigma of one or the other if falsehood is 
taught in the place of truth! 

Even in past days, when our modern biological 
knowledge was not in the possession of the teaching 
profession, it was never correct to say that the embryo 
had gills. The most that any careful and truthful con- 
tender could say was that the fetus was in possession of 
branchial arches, which are the bony ridges that sup 
port the gills in the fishes. But even that much cannot 
be said now, as these so-called branchial arches are now 
accepted as pharyngeal arches instead of branchial. 

Branchial arches, and gills, have to do with the 
process of respiration, and thus would be absolutely 
useless to the developing fetus, which has no need to 
breathe. All the processes of the embryo are consum- 
mated in the blood stream of the mother through the 
marvelous specialized organ, the placenta, and the fetal 
blood is kept vital by the lungs of the mother. 

But while the embryo has no need of respiration, it 
does have pressing need of nutrition! And thus we have 
the pharyngeal arches. The pharynx is that part of the 
alimentary tract that joins the aesophagus, and the 
pharyngeal arches of the embryo are the rudimentary 
feeding device for the early stages of gestation, when 
there is no physical union between the embryo and the 
blood stream of the mother. It is at this stage that the 
amnion forms villi, which form a dendritic conjunction 
with the fetal villi, and all the substance that can be 
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transferred from the mother to the embryo is limited 
to the volatile. That is to say by the process of osmosis 
alone, can these amnionic and fetal villi function, and 
the embryo must be fed! 

At this stage we make an analysis of the amnionic 
fluid, and we find it is pure food! It is composed of 
fats, carbohydrates, proteins, etc., all in solution. Food 
in a liquid form is the immediate environment of the 
embryo and some special apparatus is essential for the 
appropriation of this food. For this reason the pharyn- 
geal arches appear. It is evident that food is absorbed 
through this apparatus, and after the development of 
the method of nutrition through the fetal blood stream 
in the placenta, these arches disappear. Also, the am- 
nionic fluid changes so in character that it is no longer 
fit for food, as after the arches disappear, the fluid has a 
high content of uric acid. The purpose of these arches, 
then, is the feeding of the embryo. They are not gills in 
any sense of the word, and differ from gills as much 
as the organ called the stomach does. They are there at 
‘this stage of embryonic development for the sole pur- 
pose of nutrition; and it is only ignorance or dishonesty 
that will refer to them as gills, 

There is not a single function or organ or develop- 
ment in the embryo that does not have a very definite 
purpose in the growth of the fetus, and these arches 
are just a case in point. Yet it is here that so much dis- 
honesty is practiced that we cannot help but conclude 
that the devotee of the theory of organic evolution is 
more concerned in advancing that theory, even at the 
expense of truth, than he is in teaching the facts of 
science. Let me cite an instance bearing on this state 
ment. 

Some time ago I was lecturing on these and kindred 
subjects in a Southern California city near my home, 
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when J was questioned at some length by students pres- 
ent from some several colleges and two universities. 
The result of the conversation was a visit from a group 
of the boys, who came to my laboratory to observe 
some things I had promised to show them. We began 
with methods and patterns of mitosis, and ended with 
cross sections of the human embryo, especially of the 
head region. They left with several antiquated ideas 
forever discarded, and one or two left in some heat be 
cause they had been kept in ignorance, and literally 
misdirected in their thinking. The following week one 
of these lads was in his class of comparative anatomy, 
where he was taking a post-graduate course. He began 
telling his teacher some of the things he had observed, 
and concluded by saying he had been convinced the 
embryo did not have gills like a fish, or any other kind 
of gills. He said further that Rimmer had showed him 
that the so-called gills were not even branchial arches, 
but. pharyngeal arches. The professor smiled and asked, 
“Did Rimmer advance this as a new or original discov’ 
ery of his own?” The student replied, “I am not sure, 
but perhaps he did. Why do you ask?” To which the 
professor replied, “Well, if he did, please inform him 
that J knew that two years ago!” 

The student was surprised and asked, “You mean 
you knew that these developments on the embryo were 
pharyngeal arches, and not gills, and knew this two 
years ago?” “I mean exactly that,” said the professor. 

In some surprise the lad enquired, “Then, if you 
knew that two years ago, why did you tell us last Fri- 
day that the human embryo has gills like a fish?” To 
which the professor replied, “I do not care to discuss 
this further!” 

A cornered liar rarely does! At the very beginning 
of this paper I stated that the expert did not always 
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deal fairly with the credulous layman, and this is a most 
striking case in point. And it is not an isolated or un- 
usual case, for I could multiply this illustration many 
times over. I recently had the privilege of debating 
this question before one of the largest medical associa- 
tions in the United States, and the evolutionists are 60 
well aware of the weakness and falsehood of their posi- 
tion that fourteen “eminent authorities” lacked courage 
to debate the evidence of evolution from the standpoint 
of embryology before such a technical audience. The 
fifteenth man, a man of splendid scholarship and with 
the courage of his convictions, debated with me there, 
but on the general field of biology, and not the specific 
field of embryology. The case for organic evolution has 
collapsed in this field more woefully than in any other 
branch of the biological sciences. 

The “proof” has gone with the gills! 

In the first stages of my own research on this sub- 
ject I was profoundly amazed to discover that the hu- 
man embryo had been so tremendously misrepresented, 
not only in the matter of the gills, but in the matter of 
a tail as well! I thought I had an anomaly when I saw 
one that did not have a tail, and even today students as 
far advanced as medical college are still talking about 
the tail on the human embryo. Which same does not 
really exist! 

A tail, you know, is a caudal appendage. In physi- 
ology the term has exact significance, which definite 
Meaning must not be obscured by poetical or careless 
references that call a rudimentary or developing leg a 
tail. The tail has a definite structure that is never 
found in the embryo, the text-books to the contrary 
notwithstanding. There is this basis of truth alone in 
the argument of recapitulation: at one stage of the de- 
velopment of the embryo when it has about the shape 
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of an adult lima bean there is an unusual activity at 
the posterior region of the primitive streak that may be 
strained to resemble a tail in mounting the embryo, but 
these cells later become the legs. There is no animal 
contention that this is true in the embryo is a pitiable 
evidence of the weakness of the case for recapitulation. 
" Even more strikingly unscientific is the fifth conten- 
tion, that the embryos of various mammals so closely 
resemble one another that the eye can scarce determine 
the difference between that of a man and that of a pig, ° 
or sheep, or rabbit, or monkey. Almost every text: 
book of biology that deals with the question of em- 
bryology has a page of pictures with the various em- 
bryos in parallel columns, showing their striking simi- 
larity! As I write I have such a text-book here, with 
the embryo of a rabbit in one column, a pig in the next, 
an ape in the next, and a human in the fourth. And in 
the pictures these various embryos do so closely re- 
semble each other that the name at the top is essential 
to differentiation. But in the picture only: in life, the 
student or the scientist would not be confused, in spite 
of what ignorance would like to contend. For these 
pictures are all “schematized!” That is a wonderful 
word, coined by the chief priest and foremost prophet 
of the organic evolution cult, even the eminent Haeckel 
himself. After he was accused of falsifying the delinea- 
tion of certain embryos he stated that he had “schema- 
tized” them to conform to his argument, as that was 
customary in such cases, and they have been ‘schema’ 
tized” ever since! But an honest photograph, or the 
physical embryo itself, tells a far different story! 

It is still a common fallacy, to say that the human 
embryo is so similar to the embryos of the various ani- 
mals that it is difficult to determine which is human and 
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which is animal. When I was engaged some time ago 
with Dr. Edward Adams Cantrell, then Secretary of 
the Science League of America, debating the theory of 
organic evolution, he stated that when he was in school 
the professor came into the laboratory one day with 
several embryos, and said that they had neglected to 
mark them when they arrived at the laboratory, and 
although they were all from the different species, and 
only one of them was human, there was no way to tell 
one from the others! And this supposed fact was ad- 
vanced by the doctor as evidence of the close relation- 
ship of man and the beast, and also as proof of the 
theory of recapitulation. 

That the world of science in general is capable of 
recognizing the pitiful fallacy of such a contention is 
clearly illustrated in the following quotation from 
“Critique du Transformisme,” by Professor Vialleton, 
as quoted by Christabel Pankhurst in “Seeing the Fu 
ture.” Speaking specifically on this subject, Prof. Vial- 
leton says: 

*...._Instead of recapitulation, what really takes place 
is a succession of forms, which is necessary to the devel- 
opment of the embryo and is not at all an ancestral rep- 
etition. The first forms of the embryo (called ebauches) 
cannot represent ancestral organs, because no ancestral 
organ could exist with the known constitution of these 
ebauches. They are absolutely incapable of function- 
ing otherwise than as constituent parts of the embryo, 
playing, as such, a part necessary to the development 
of the whole. The embryonic ebauches are parts nec’ , 
essary in the embryonic to the anatomical development 
of living beings, and are not ancestral forms repeated 
in souvenir of the past. 

“The young embryos of superior animals resemble 
only the young embryos of inferior animals, and do not 
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at all resemble the adult state of the lower animals. 
In other words, all the vertebrates have common or- 
ganic rudiments during a very short stage of their em- 
bryonic life, and they resemble each other at that mo- 
ment by these ebauches, regarded separately, though 
not by their form as a whole, which is already different 
in the divers types of embryos and forbids any confw 
sion between them. But in consequence of a defec 
tive interpretation of the ebauches, considered separ- 
ately, a confusion has arisen which has led to the mak- 
ing of an unwarranted genealogical rapprochement be- 
tween them. Thus embryonic mechanism has been con- 
founded with supposed ancestral repetitions.” 

I desire to say, first of all, that there is a method 
by which any embryo may be classified according to its 
true species, and that method is available even to a 
child of six years of age. That method is let it alone! 
By that I mean to say that no matter whether we 
know what the embryo is to become or not, the embryo 
is never in any doubt about the matter, and will always 
develop into just exactly what its parents and its an- 
cestors always were! 

There is also the scientific method of cytology. It 
wearies the possessor of even a rudimentary education 
to hear all this talk of similarity being a scientific evi- 
dence of relationship, when we know that science pays 
utterly no attention to similarities. These, I repeat, 
are superficial, and scientific research is “the investiga- 
tion of the fourth decimal place!” There are several 
deadly poisons which resemble common table sugar, but 
that resemblance does not prove relationship. 

It is a fact of science, that the embryo of one spe- 
cies does not resemble the fetus of another species so 
closely as to confuse the investigator. There are scien- 
tific methods of cell analysis that determine the species 
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of the cell structure under consideration and these 
methods are all available as checks on the question of 
recapitulation. Their answer is unanimous: the hu- 
man embryo does not recapitulate an animal ancestry. 

Even a superficial consideration will manifest the 
empty mockery of the slogan of the evolutionist, for 
again we see that Ontogeny does not recapitulate Phy- 
logeny. This is a tremendous contention, that the hu 
man embryo lives over, or re-enacts, or recapitulates 
its entire evolutionary ancestry of multiplied millions of 
years in nine brief months! And all of the recapitula- 
tion must be crowded into the first three of these, as 
by the end of the third month all the structure and or 
gans are completely formed in the embryo. The case 
is further complicated by the fact that in addition to 
the millions of years, there are literally billions of forms 
to recapitulate. 

There have been approximately one hundred and 
twenty-five million species on the face of this planet in 
the vital life period of the earth’s history, and according 
to Wassman the transmutation (evolution) of a closely 
related species into its next higher or subsequent species 
would require at least seventeen hundred mutants, or 
variants, commonly called links. One hundred twenty- 
five million species multiplied by seventeen hundred 
mutants, gives the stupendous number of two hundred 
and twelve billion, five hundred million definite life 
forms that must have existed to transmute the amoeba 
into man, and the human embryo only passes through 
fourteen stages of change all told! Can this be “recap- 
itulation,” that re-enacts just one form in every fifteen 
billion, one hundred seventy-eight million, five hundred 
forty-one thousand, four hundred and twenty-eight dif- 
ferent ancestral types? The idea is so preposterous we 
can conceive of it only as the wildest dream of a disord- 
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ered intellect, and not as an established fact of science. 
Which latter it most certainly is not! 

Consider these further and positive facts, all of 
which are scientifically established: 

First—The ova, or female reproductive cells differ 
in every species. There is a positive identification to 
be made of the ova of various cats as cat ova; the ovum 
of a dog may never be confused with that of some other 
species, and the human ovum is a type separate to the 
human species alone, and so for every species. 

Second—The spermatozoa of all creatures differ 
from those of all other creatures, not of that same 
species. It is as easy for the trained eye, aided by the 
microscope, to tell the spermatozoa of one species from: 
those of another as it is for a sailor to tell the difference 
between a battleship and a ferry boat. 

Third—Fertilization is possible only between the 
ova and the spermatozoa of the same species. There 
is an ectoderm, chemically impregnated, that covers the 
ovum of a given species, and only the sperm of that 
same species carries in its apical head the correct solu- 
tion to penetrate that protective ectoderm. Thus it 
remains today as it ever has been in the past: kind re- 
produces after its own kind, and only with its own kind. _ 

Fourth—In the carrying bodies called chromosomes 
the chromatin differs materially according to species. 
As it is this chromatin that bears all the tendencies to 
inheritance that have come down through innumerable 
generations in each species, the whole process of em- 
bryology depends upon this chromatin. Differentiation 
is constant, and never even slightly confused in the en- 
tire fetal stage of each species, because of this individ- 
ualized distinction of chromatin. 

Fifth—The very foundation of the process of em- 
bryology, the process of mitosis, differs materially in 
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the mitotic pattern in various species, so that there isa — 
check on the group history even here. 

Sixth—At any stage of their fetal development, a 
cytological examination of the embryo of any species 
will clearly show its startling differences from the em- 
bryo of any other species in the vast realm of biology. 
To the honest investigator there is never any moment 
of doubt. Each embryo is so distinctly an embryo of 
that particular kind, and no other, that to the scientist 
there is never any shadow of question as to its ancestry 
or its destiny, as an individual of a specific species. 

Finally—As the developing embryo always and in- 
evitably turns out to be an individual of the same spe- 
cies its fixed ancestry has always been since the begin 
ning of time, it is evident that the organic evolutionist 
is again wrong, and that the theory of recapitulation 
is so thoroughly disproved we may today say—On- 
togeny does not recapitulate Phylogeny, and in the 
place of this unfounded contention, put the old, old 
truth, which Moses stated in such clear terms: : 

“Each after its own kind:” as the Creator ordained. 
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